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Abstract 
Small and medium enterprises (SMEs) are the backbone 
of economy therefore play a critical role for socio-
economic development of a country. Prior studies have 
discussed several factors to explain how SMEs 
performance can be improved such as product innovation 
(PDI), process innovation (PCI), organizational learning 
capability (OLC). However, literature indicated 
inconsistent relationship between PDI, PCI, OLC and 
SMEs performance. Thus, this study proposed 
technology orientation as a potential moderator to 
strengthen their existing relationship. Moreover, this 
unique framework is supported by two theories namely, 
resource-based view (RBV) and dynamic capability view 
(DVC). Hence, this study recommends empirical testing 
of the proposed conceptual model across various 
industries.      
Keywords: Product Innovation, Process 
Innovation, Organizational Learning Capability, 
Technology Orientation, SMEs Performance.  
1.0 Introduction.  
The role of Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) 
has been recognized as a significant sector owing 
to its contribution to the growth of the economy. 
SMEs cover all the main sectors of the economy as 
the core driver for a modern economy (Álvarez 
Jaramillo, Zartha Sossa, & Orozco Mendoza, 2019) 
that plays a crucial role in the evolution and 
expansion of the economy. According to the 
reports of the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD, 2016), more 
than 95% of business in all the member countries is 
based on SMEs and provide 60% of private 
employment sector.  
SMEs considered to be the main part of any 
economy as 90% of the world businesses happen 
through SMEs and 50–60% of world population 
work in SMEs (Abdelaziz, Alaya, & Dey, 2018). 
Moreover, SMEs has a significant contribution to 
the world's GDP and it has a substantial influence 
on the GDPs of many countries. Likewise, SMEs 
contribute 85% in the United Kingdom’s (UK) 
economy and 51% of the GDP in the USA (B. 
Weiss & Welsh, 2013). In South Africa, SMEs 
contribute between 52% to 57% to the GDP and 
61% contribution to employment (Ndumanya, 
2013).  Similarly,  Zhu, Wittmann, and Peng 
(2012) stated that in China SME’s contribute more 
than 60%. 
In addition, in developing nations 60% of the jobs 
in the manufacturing sector comprise of SMEs 
(Beck, Demirguc-Kunt, and Levine, 2005). As a 
result, the imperative of SMEs in developed and 
developing economies is evident based on 
statistics. Despite the incredible role of SMEs 
sector for sustainable development, prior literature 
shows that SMEs are still under performing. Some 
of the factors that inhibit the speedy development 
of SMEs include unfavorable economic conditions, 
inappropriate utilization of firm resources, lack of 
capabilities, scarcity of business networks, high 
operating cost and corruption (Wang, 2016; 
Abdullahi & Sulaiman, 2015). 
Hafeez, Shariff, and bin Mad Lazim (2013) stated 
that performance is used as a relative term to 
describe how different activities realize their 
objectives. Researchers define firm performance as 
measured actions of the business activities such as 
measuring production or customer satisfaction 
(Kruis & Widener, 2014). Firm performance may 
be defined by the procedure of measuring the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the business 
activities. 
According to Foo and Friedman (1992), there are 
six dimensions of performance in which firms are 
competing: cost, quality, lead time, technology, 
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flexibility, and dependability. However, few 
authors argued about other factors of performance 
that tend to measure it within a specific time frame. 
For instance; profitability, cost efficiency, return on 
assets, market share, product quality, market share, 
customer satisfaction, sale growth, return on 
investment, development of R & D and employ 
growth (Aminu, Mahmood, & Muharram, 2015; 
Chennell et al., 2000; Gupta, 1987; Hafeez, Shariff, 
& bin Mad Lazim, 2012; Murphy & Callaway, 
2004).  
Prior literature reveals that firm’s performance is 
the center of interest as a construct (Darroch, 2005; 
Karabulut, 2015; Otache & Mahmood, 2015). 
Therefore, previous literature indicates various 
factors that affect SMEs performance either 
positively or negatively (Jing & Avery, 2008). 
Similarly, Rivas, Quyen, and Rivas (2017) argue 
that, to enhance market share and assure SMEs 
competitive advantage, the product innovation is 
the best strategy to achieve it. Cooper (2001) 
emphasized that on average new products 
generated one-third of the firm’s profits. In 
addition, recent studies also reveal that 
development of new product leads to create a 
positive impact on SMEs performance (Hassan, 
Shaukat, Nawaz, & Naz, 2013; Karabulut, 2015; 
Laitinen, Länsiluoto, & Salonen, 2016). Therefore, 
product innovation (PDI) is a rare resource that is 
hard to duplicate and substitute for better 
performance. However, PDI may not be achieved 
until SMEs do not have unique processes that 
contribute to develop unique products. 
Therefore, Karabulut (2015) and Oslo Manual 
(2005) suggest that process innovation (PCI) is also 
an essential tool to boost SMEs performance. 
Through PCI SMEs can adopt new technologies, 
enhanced employee’s skills, reorganized its 
processes and explore new business procedures to 
enjoy sustainable profit growth. Furthermore, Oslo 
(2005) argued that the execution of significantly 
upgraded production or delivery approach is the 
primary purpose of PCI. It also includes substantial 
development in software, equipment and 
management techniques. The researchers 
acknowledged that through PCI a SMEs can reduce 
its per unit production or delivery costs and it will 
also improve product quality and deliver of 
significantly improved products.  
According to Dixon (2017) asserted that 
knowledge and information are crucial drivers of 
modern economy. One of the vital factors that 
contribute towards improvement and achieve 
sustainable performance is organizational learning 
capability (OLC) (Bhatnagar, 2006). OLC is a 
process in which any organization can learn and 
does appropriate change in organization’s business 
model to improve or sustains its performance 
(Aragón-Correa, García-Morales, & Cordón-Pozo, 
2007; DiBella, Nevis, & Gould, 1996; Hafeez, 
2014). However, it is a blend of tangible and 
intangible resources of the firm through which a 
firm can attain novel systems to create competitive 
advantage (DiBella et al., 1996). Moreover, 
researchers also argued that in the near future OLC 
may become one of the most prominent factors 
which creates a sustainable competitive advantage 
for firms (Camps, Oltra, Aldás‐Manzano, 
Buenaventura‐Vera, & Torres‐Carballo, 2016; 
Mallén, Chiva, Alegre, & Guinot, 2016). 
Hence, previous literature shed a light on PDI, PCI 
and OLC as important determinants to achieve 
better SMEs performance. However, the literature 
presents mix findings about the relationship of PDI, 
PCI, OLC and SMEs performance. Therefore, 
academic researchers require to step ahead and 
propose a possible solution. Present study is an 
attempt to address the discrepancy reveal by the 
previous literature. This paper will be significantly 
different than the studies published previously as it 
contributes to the existing knowledge gap on the 
relationship between PDI, PCI, OLC and SMEs 
performance. This study proposed Technology 
orientation as a potential moderator to address the 
above-mentioned literature gap. 
Firstly, the intuition of this paper is to explore the 
relationship between PDI, PCI, OLC and SMEs 
performance discussed in the previous literature. 
Secondly, the moderating role of technology 
orientation on the relationship between PDI, PCI, 
OLC and SMEs performance. Accordingly, the 
proposed theoretical model is underpinned by 
resource-based view (RBV) and dynamic 
capabilities view (DCV). RBV elucidate that high 
firm performance is achieved based on of firm’s 
resources and capabilities (Barney, 1991; 
Wernerfelt, 1984). Whereas, DCV explains that 
how firms combine, build and redesign their 
internal and external firm specific resources and 
competencies to build new competencies in the 
turbulent environment that leads to high SMEs 
performance (Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997). 
2.0 Literature Review  
The theoretical foundation of current study is 
recognized through immense literature review. The 
literature painted the fundamental linkages between 
PDI, PCI, OLC and SMEs performance, and the 
moderating role of TO have been identified. Based 
on the finding of literature reviewed, this study 
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proposed a conceptual framework for the small and 
medium enterprises. 
2.1 SME Performance 
For the growth of economy of any country SMEs 
performance is quite significant, especially in 
developing countries (Altinay, Madanoglu, De 
Vita, Arasli, & Ekinci, 2016). Economic progress 
and sustainable development is fundamentally 
based on dynamic SMEs performance, which are 
able to compete global challenges and hyper-
competition environment (Lin, 1998). SMEs are 
the one which are globally known as lifelines and 
growth engines of thriving economies (Sandvik & 
Sandvik, 2003).  
Generally, for research, working on the concept of 
performance is considered very difficult, 
specifically studying the performance of a firm 
(Willebrands et al., 2012; Hashim, 2008). It cannot 
be ruled out because it is considered as the mean to 
measure the performance of a firm. Extensive 
literature is available on performance but there is 
no common and concise definition and viewpoint 
on performance. Stam and Wennberg (2009) argue 
that key financial performance for SME firms 
should cover growth indicator, profitability, and 
cash flow.  
Performance of SMEs is defined by using measures 
like profitability and growth with respect to various 
financial as well as non-financial aspects of 
business. Gill (1985) demonstrated that SMEs grow 
largely in their performance because of their ability 
and flexibility to exploit the existing and emerging 
opportunities. It means that firm's performance is 
linked with growth in its business operations. 
Tenhunen, Rantanen, and Ukko (2001) defined 
firm growth performance as getting bigger in size, 
high sales, more profitability, increase in number of 
customers, exports, product development and 
business expansion. Gibb and Davies (1990) and 
Boardman, Bartley, and Ratliff (1981) signified 
that growth performance of a firm may well be 
assessed with reference to how it performs in the 
competitive market, in terms of financial 
performance, and its ability to operate at optimum 
efficiency level. 
Market performance, referred to firm's ability to 
grab, sustain and enhance competitive position in 
the market through aggressive penetration in the 
existing markets, developing new products and 
services, entering new markets, and diversifying in 
to related and unrelated businesses (Gibb & 
Davies, 1990; Tippins & Sohi, 2003). Financial 
performance referred to sound financial health, and 
access to required capital (Im & Workman Jr, 
2004) as well as adopting cost reduction measures 
(Gibb & Davies, 1990). Operational performance 
referred to skilled managerial practices with 
reference to day to day operations of the business 
(Bolat & Yılmaz, 2009). Davidsson and Wiklund 
(2006) discussed the significance of entrepreneurial 
activities such as innovation that can foster growth 
led firm performance.  
The extent to which a firm performs or achieves its 
targeted objectives determines the magnitude of 
firm performance such as high or low (Davidsson 
& Wiklund, 2006). Different measures have been 
used by different studies, for example; profitability 
(Gupta, 1987; Murphy, Trailer, & Hill, 1996), sales 
growth (Gupta & Govindarajan, 1984; Hafeez et 
al., 2013; Hoy, McDougall, & Dsouza, 1992; H. 
Lee & Choi, 2003) , market share (Gupta & 
Govindarajan, 1984; Im & Workman Jr, 2004; 
Tseng & Lee, 2014), return on investment (Gupta 
& Govindarajan, 1984; Murphy et al., 1996), new 
product development (Gupta, 1987; Maltz, 
Shenhar, & Reilly, 2003; Tseng & Lee, 2014), 
market development (Gibb & Davies, 1990; Gupta 
& Govindarajan, 1984; Maltz et al., 2003), research 
and development (R & D) activities (Gupta & 
Govindarajan, 1984; Tseng & Lee, 2014) and 
employee growth (Gupta & Govindarajan, 1984; 
Tseng & Lee, 2014).  
Moreover, previous studies have also measured 
performance by employing measures such as 
efficiency (Arrighetti, 1994), liquidity (Boardman 
et al., 1981), size (Hall & Adams, 1996), leverage 
(Boardman et al., 1981) and success / failure (Hall 
et al., 1996). However, the use of dimensions 
proposed by Gupta et al., (1984) using stated 
satisfaction level of respondents is quite evident in 
studies measuring performance of SMEs (Murphy 
et al., 2004). Murphy et al., (2004) highlighted the 
importance of stated level of satisfaction of 
entrepreneurs, with reference to various 
performances measures. Similarly, literature 
reports divergences in defining SME performance. 
Antony and Bhattacharyya (2010), stated that SME 
performance is a measure which evaluates and 
assesses organizational success for creating and 
delivering value for its internal and external 
customers. 
2.2 Product Innovation 
In the literature, Schumpeter (1934) was the 
pioneer who describes different types of 
innovation. He opened a new debate in the 
literature of innovation with regards to new 
products, create new methods of production, 
develop new sources of supply, hunting new 
markets and find creative ways to organize firm. 
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Many authors identify different characteristic of 
product innovation. However, the OECD Oslo 
Manual (2005) defined that “PDI is the 
introduction of a good or service that is new or 
significantly improved regarding its characteristics 
or intended uses; including significant 
improvements in technical specifications, 
components and materials, incorporated software, 
user friendliness or other functional 
characteristics”. 
Roberts (1999) believes that smart firms must have 
better understanding regarding customer needs, 
product designed,  services and their expectations 
to increase the living standers and survive in the 
long term. Salavou (2002) argue that a PDI must be 
two dimensional; new innovation in current 
products and new products to explore new markets 
and customer. Gatignon and Xuereb (1997) 
acknowledges the relationship between PDI and 
technology. He argued that advance technology 
plays a significant contribution regarding increase 
production level, product features, product value 
and reduce cost of production (Gunday, Ulusoy, 
Kilic, & Alpkan, 2011).  
PDI presents great opportunities of growth and 
expansion for any business. PDI highlights the 
outcome-oriented innovative ability, moreover, it 
also highlights the role of underlying factors, such 
as different behavioral changes as well as strategic 
orientation towards innovation (Wang & Ahmed, 
2004). Significant PDI allow firms to establish a 
dominant position in a highly competitive 
marketplace and it also helps the firm to enter into 
new market (Danneels, 2002). PDI is critical in 
product success (Sethi, Smith, & Park, 2001), and 
it is also associated with the success of businesses 
(Henard & Szymanski, 2001). 
Moreover, one of the focus of PDI is to capitalize 
new customers. According to the needs and 
demand of the customers, firms are cautiously 
introduced new products and do innovation the 
existing products (Adner & Levinthal, 2001). Small 
life cycle of the product and dynamic environment 
forces the firms to bring innovation in their 
products (Duranton & Puga, 2001). In the era of 
competitive environment, PDI become a tool to 
survive in the market.  Due to PDI firms earns 
abnormal profits at the time of introduction because 
product does not face any completion (Roberts, 
1999). Berends, Jelinek, Reymen, and Stultiëns 
(2014) argued that firms bring PDI as a tool to 
compete in the market with other firms. 
In literature, there are many researchers who has 
been empirically verified this academic proposition 
(Atalay, Anafarta, & Sarvan, 2013; Dunk, 2011; 
Eggert, Hogreve, Ulaga, & Muenkhoff, 2011; 
Gunday et al., 2011; Hanif & Manarvi, 2009; 
Hassan et al., 2013; Karabulut, 2015; Laitinen et 
al., 2016; Subhan, Mehmood, & Sattar, 2013; 
Tajeddini, 2016; Teece, 2007). However, different 
authors have used different dimensions of PDI and 
utilized different measure of firm performance.  
Prior studies have identied a range of benfits for 
those organizations that have exploited innovation 
strategies with distinctive knowledge and 
capabilities to differentiated products to enhanced 
their business performance (Capon, Farley, 
Lehmann, & Hulbert, 1992; Han, Kim, & 
Srivastava, 1998), providing more value to 
customers (Gatignon & Xuereb, 1997) and 
enjoying greater performance through different 
indicators such as higher net income growth, 
profitability, return on asset, market share (Bhatt, 
2014; Polder, Leeuwen, Mohnen, & Raymond, 
2010). 
Gunday et al. (2011) and Li and Atuahene-Gima 
(2001) argued that PDI play a significant role in 
boosting firm’s performance. PDI is one of the 
dominant strategies to increase market share and 
achieved firm’s goals. Previous researchers found 
that PDI has a positive influence on the firm 
performance (Avermaete et al., 2004; Ettlie & 
Reza, 1992; Gunday et al., 2011; Olson, Walker Jr, 
& Ruekert, 1995; Polder et al., 2010). 
However, results of these studies have found 
inconsistency and show contradictions (Gunday et 
al., 2011; Li & Atuahene-Gima, 2001). Few studies 
have acknowledged the positive relationship 
between PDI and firm performance (Hassan et al., 
2013; Karabulut, 2015; Laitinen et al., 2016; 
Tajeddini, 2016). Moreover, some researcher 
identified that there no significant relationship 
between PDI and firm performance (Dunk, 2011; 
Eggert et al., 2011; Sandvik & Sandvik, 2003; 
Visnjic, Wiengarten, & Neely, 2016). Because of 
above-mentioned inconsistency regarded the 
relationship between PDI and firm performance 
literature leave room for further investigation (Li & 
Atuahene-Gima, 2001).  
2.3 Process innovation  
PCI is a process of “new management approaches, 
introduction of new production methods and a new 
technology that can be utilized to improve 
production as well as management processes” 
(Davenport, 1993). PCI is authoritative in the 
inclusive innovative capability, through 
exploitation of organizations resources and 
capabilities, by recombining and reconfigure the 
organization’s resources and capabilities to fulfill 
ISSN: 2321-8819 (Online) 2348-7186 (Print) Impact Factor: 1.498 Vol. 7, Issue 9, September, 2019  
28 







the condition of a creative manufacture, which is 
crucial for success (P. Weiss, 2003).  
PCI is dominate in innovative capability, such as 
firm’s capability to capitalized different resources, 
and most significantly, the capability to reconfigure 
these resources as well as capabilities to meet the 
condition of inspired production (Fritsch & 
Meschede, 2001). To transform organizations and 
to improve the organizational performance, PCI is 
one of the new as well as desirable approach. PCI 
has been not included radical changes; however, it 
includes incremental improvements (Damanpour & 
Evan, 1984). 
Furthermore, PCI is one of the key factors that help 
firms to achieve competitive advantage in the 
industry (Davenport, 2013; P. Weiss, 2003). PCI 
helps the firms to satisfy their customers and 
adoption of the new process helps to compete with 
other firms. Especially in the manufacturing 
organizations, PCI has a noteworthy impact on the 
productivity of the firm (Hassan et al., 2013). In the 
recent past, it has been observed that bringing 
automation in the production methods has 
dramatically increased the efficiency and 
productivity of the firms (Ettlie & Reza, 1992). 
In the literature, few scholars have explored the 
affiliation between PCI and firm’s performance 
(Hassan et al., 2013; Karabulut, 2015; Murat Ar & 
Baki, 2011; T. V. Nguyen, Phan, & Nguyen, 2016) 
and found a significant relationship among both 
variables (Hassan et al., 2013; Karabulut, 2015; 
Murat Ar & Baki, 2011). However, T. V. Nguyen 
et al. (2016) stated that PCI does not have a 
significant relationship with firm’s performance.  
2.4 Organizational Learning Capability 
In the current era of business, the world is moving 
towards a knowledge-based economy. Khalique, 
Isa, Shaari, and Abdul (2011) stated that most of 
the developed countries are rapidly transformed 
their economies to knowledge-based economies 
comparatively from a product based.  Hafeez et al. 
(2013) argued that it is essential for a firm to 
discover and exploit the available knowledge 
resources from within the firm as well as from the 
external business environment to improve firm 
performance.  
Organizational learning can develop new markets, 
relatively just adapting the market changes because 
generative learning is a significant component in 
the growth of radical innovations (Kofman & 
Senge, 1993; Senge, 1990). Which eventually 
permit firms to craft new markets as well as allow 
them to redefine the operating guidelines of the 
current ones (Darroch, 2005; Santos-Vijande, 
López-Sánchez, & Trespalacios, 2012). 
Organizational learning provides an opportunity to 
firm to work in a real-world business through the 
development of management structure and also 
provides them with the resources to attain self-
adjusting environment, effectiveness and 
sustainable economic advantage (Khan & Ghouri, 
2011; Zali, 2006). In present dynamic atmosphere 
of business, it is essential for firms to have the 
capability to learn about latest advancement within 
the business environment as well as external. 
Learning capability is working as a critical 
instrument for a firm to produce more innovative 
ideas and originate creative solutions for better 
development. Therefore, OLC can prove catalytic 
in attaining innovation-led and technology-driven 
higher performance (Weerawardena, O'Cass, & 
Julian, 2006).  
Furthermore, there are a variety of dimensions of 
organizational learning available in the literature; 
namely, internally attentive learning, market-based 
learning, and relationally intensive learning. 
Internally intensive learning refers to firm's 
capability to gain information through different 
inner sources. Than to share and spread this 
information for the positive change in the 
organization. Internally attentive learning 
comprises of experimentational learning through 
trial and error (Aragón-Correa et al., 2007). A 
frequently employed experimental learning process 
in firms is in-house R&D activity, which is a prime 
source of gaining knowledge. According to Cohen 
and Levin (1989) industry characteristics such as 
technological opportunities, the intensity of 
competition and demand can potentially influence 
internally focused learning. 
Moreover, researchers argued that “Organizational 
learning is a dynamic process based on knowledge, 
and it implies moving of knowledge among various 
levels of action, going from an individual to a 
group level, after that to the organizational level 
and then back again” (Gardiner & Whiting, 1997). 
Aragón-Correa et al. (2007) stated that 
organizational learning has a significant 
proposition for a firm especially for SMEs. 
However, for the significant performance and 
sustainable growth of the SMEs, organizational 
learning is considered as a lifeline through which 
any firm has chance to enhanced its management 
competencies and resources (Aragón-Correa et al., 
2007; Tippins & Sohi, 2003). 
It has been observed that organizational learning 
assists in the behavioral transformation that directs 
the firm towards superior performance (Akhtar, 
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Khan, & Mujtaba, 2013; Mallén, Chiva, Alegre, & 
Guinot, 2015). It has also been emphasized in the 
literature that development of the new innovative 
knowledge derived from organizational learning, 
minimizes the probability to obsolete a firm's 
competencies, enabling the competencies of a firm 
to remain dynamic, resultantly, leading the firm 
towards higher performance (Akhtar et al., 2013; 
García-Morales, Lloréns-Montes, & Verdú-Jover, 
2007; Hafeez et al., 2013; Q. V. Nguyen, Tate, 
Calvert, & Aubert, 2016). 
2.5 Technology orientation 
Strategic orientation has been gaining extra 
attention, from the time it was recognized as one of 
the core element for success for many 
organizations (D. H. Lee, Choi, & Kwak, 2014). 
Gatignon and Xuereb (1997) postulate that 
strategic orientation is related to creating proper 
behaviors for the achievement of superior 
performance. 
Gatignon and Xuereb (1997) believed that TO is 
one of the core features of strategic orientation. 
Similarly, studies on technology orientation (TO) 
indicate that firms can achieve competitive 
advantage by offering better products to their target 
market through the continuous development of new 
and improved existing products and also investing 
heavily in R & D (Gao, Zhou, & Yim, 2007; Mu & 
Di Benedetto, 2011; Odondo, Okibo, & Odhiambo, 
2016). 
The firms having a strong level of technology 
orientation are more likely to be R&D oriented, and 
also adopts sophisticated technology for the 
development of new product (Gatignon and Xuereb 
1997). Achieving business goal lies in the ability of 
the firm to welcome new ideas and quick 
adaptation of new technologies (Hurley & Hult, 
1998). Technological superiority determines the 
acceptability of the product in the market because 
consumers prefer quality goods and services. Thus, 
firms that are committed to research and 
development, and that employ new technologies 
will undoubtedly achieve competitive advantage 
(Voss & Voss, 2000). Also, the changing nature of 
environment makes it very difficult for firms to 
understand the variations without technological 
know-how (Tushman & Anderson, 1986).  
According to (Al-Ansari, Altalib, & Sardoh, 2013), 
SMEs need access to suitable technology if SMEs 
are in a competitive advantage otherwise their 
incapacity to secure technology, particularly at 
start-up level effect negatively on entrepreneurship 
development process. TO is significantly linked 
with business performance of SMEs (Odondo et al., 
2016). Technology always remains as one of the 
vital variables for SMEs (Rajala & Westerlund, 
2012). Finding from different studies shows that it 
is one of the determinants of success (Al-Ansari et 
al., 2013; Odondo et al., 2016). 
From above discussion it can be concluded, that 
technology orientation has a significant influence 
on SME performance. Increase in technology 
orientation improves SMEs performance. There is a 
direct relationship between technology orientation 
and SMEs performance (Gao et al., 2007; Gatignon 
& Xuereb, 1997; Spanjol, Qualls, & Rosa, 2011).  
In the previous studies, it has been found that the 
PDI and PCI has a significant relationship with TO 
(Al-Ansari et al., 2013; Gatignon & Xuereb, 1997). 
Many previous studies have agreed on the 
reputation of PDI, PCI, OLC and TO in enhancing 
firm’s performance. Therefore, in many studies, 
researchers examined the impact of one or few 
variables on performance and ignored the 
combination of these important variables in a single 
framework as predictors of performance. A proper 
relationship between capabilities, strategy, and 
resources are the key factors in developing a 
sustainable competitive advantage. Keeping in 
view, the importance of TO on PDI, PCI, and OLC, 
it is imperative to test the moderating effect of TO 
on the relationship between PDI, PCI, OLC and 
SMEs performance empirically. 
It is also claimed in the literature that in order to 
avail the benefits of PDI, PCI, OLC and the role of 
TO is instrumental (Gatignon & Xuereb, 1997). 
Thus, it is appropriate to examine the role of TO as 
a moderator to address the existing inconsistencies 
in the relationship between PDI, PCI, OLC and 
SMEs performance. 
3.0 Proposed Research Framework  
On the basis of empirical evidence presented 
above, a proposed research framework for this 
study illustrating the moderating role of TO on the 
relationship between PDI, PCI, OLC and SMEs 
performance is depicted in Figure 01. 
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The research propositions (RPs) are provided on the basis of the above conceptual framework. 
RP1: Is there a significant relationship between PDI, PCI, OLC and SMEs performance? 
RP2: Do TO moderates the relationship between PDI, PCI, OLC and SMEs performance? 
 
4.0 Methodology 
To propose this conceptual framework, an 
extensive review of both theoretical and empirical 
literature has been done, specifically on product 
innovation, process innovation, organizational 
learning capability and SMEs performance. Review 
of existing literature necessitates the need to 
investigate the impact of technology orientation as 
moderator. Henceforth, this study propose a 
framework in which the relationship of PDI, PCI, 
OLC and SMEs performance needs to be examined 
with the effect of technology orientation as a 
moderating variable.  
5.0 Conclusion  
This paper has proposed the moderating role of TO 
on the relationship between PDI, PCI, OLC and 
SMEs performance as shown in Figure 1. To 
conceptualize the effect of TO as moderator 
between the PDI, PCI, OLC and SMEs 
performance, an empirical study to be organized in 
future is proposed by taking help from this 
conceptual framework. Thus, the empirical testing 
of the proposed model will provide useful insights 
and guide to the researchers towards a new track 
for observing this vital affect. 
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